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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the 
obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each 
claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order 
for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0194935 to Clarke et al. in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 7,237,656 to Barrett et al. 

With respect to claim 16, Clarke discloses a system for determining a condition of 
an elevator tensile support (0022, lines 2-4) comprising a device for measuring an 
electrical characteristic of at least a portion of a tensile support (0021 , lines 1-11) 
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and a controller that determines a current condition of the tensile support (0028, line 
1 to 0029, line 3) by relating the measured characteristic to a predetermined data set 
indicating a relationship between corresponding apparent characteristic values and 
conditions of the tensile support, the relationship being based upon load information 
(0028, lines 1-11) 

With respect to claim 20, Clarke discloses that the electrical characteristic is 
resistance (0028, lines 1-2). 

As noted above, the invention of Clarke teaches many of the features of the 
claimed invention and while the invention of Clarke does teach relating the 
measured characteristic to a predetermined data set including a relationship 
between corresponding apparent characteristic values and conditions of the tensile 
support, wherein the relationship is based upon load information, Clarke does not 
explicitly indicate that the relationship is based on a determined rate of degradation 
for the selected load. 

Barrett teaches an elevator load weighting device including means for positioning 
a selected load on a plurality of tension members (column 2, lines 1-6 and column 3, 
lines 4-9) and determining a rate of degradation of an individual tension member for 
a selected load by monitoring how the degradation varies over time based on how 
much of the selected load is carried by each tension member (column 3, lines 10- 
16). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Clarke to explicitly indicate that the relationship is based on a 
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determined rate of degradation for tlie selected load because the invention of Clarke 
does determine degradation of a tensile support based on a measured resistance 
and load information and Barrett suggests that the combination would have 
improved the degradation analysis of Clarke by using the load information to 

determine how stretching/degradation varies overtime thereby allowing Clarke to 
better predict when such stretching/degradation will result in support failure (column 

3, lines 10-16). 

4. Claims 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0046540 to Robar et al. in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 7,237,656 to Barrett et al. 

With respect to claim 16, Robar discloses a system for determining a condition of 
an elevator tensile support (0001, lines 1-4) comprising a device for measuring an 
electrical characteristic of at least a portion of a tensile support (0007, lines 6-9) and 
a controller that determines a current condition of the tensile support (0047, lines 1- 
7) by relating the measured characteristic to a predetermined data set indicating a 
relationship between corresponding apparent characteristic values and conditions of 
the tensile support, the relationship being based upon load information (0049, lines 
1-8). 

With respect to claim 20, Robar discloses that the electrical characteristic is 
resistance (0007, lines 6-9). 

As noted above, the invention of Robar teaches many of the features of the 
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claimed invention and while the invention of Robar does teach relating the measured 
characteristic to a predetermined data set including a relationship between 
corresponding apparent characteristic values and conditions of the tensile support, 
wherein the relationship is based upon load information, Robar does not explicitly 
indicate that the relationship is based on a determined rate of degradation for the 
selected load. 

Barrett teaches an elevator load weighting device including means for positioning 
a selected load on a plurality of tension members (column 2, lines 1-6 and column 3, 
lines 4-9) and determining a rate of degradation of an individual tension member for 
a selected load by monitoring how the degradation varies over time based on how 
much of the selected load is carried by each tension member (column 3, lines 10- 
16). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention of Robar to explicitly indicate that the relationship is based on a 
determined rate of degradation for the selected load because the invention of Robar 
does determine degradation of a tensile support based on a measured resistance 
and load information and Barrett suggests that the combination would have 
improved the degradation analysis of Robar by using the load information to 
determine how stretching/degradation varies over time thereby allowing Robar to 
better predict when such stretching/degradation will result in support failure (column 
3, lines 10-16). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 17-19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims and claims 1-15 and 21-24 are 
considered to be allowable over the cited prior art because none of the cited prior art 
teaches or suggests, in combination with the other claimed limitations, determining a 
mean degradation of a tensile support from a determined rate of degradation of the 
tensile support for a selected load and determined sheave contact and load 
information, wherein the sheave contact and load information are determined using 
a modeled configuration of at least one selected elevator system and an estimated 
elevator traffic pattern. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
Applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,123,176 to O'Donnell et al. teaches a rope tension monitoring 
assembly and method wherein monitoring the load carried by each rope provides an 
indication of the level of degradation of each rope. 
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U.S. Patent No. 6,405,833 to Baranda et al. teaches a flexible flat rope sheave 
assembly with separate shoulder and flange surfaces having varying friction 
properties as well as that the degradation of a tensile support depends on sheave 
contact information (column 1, lines 44-49). 

U.S. Patent No. 6,752,029 to Madden et al. teaches a load measurement device. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,662,660 to Smith teaches an apparatus for testing aramid fiber 
elevator cables. 

U.S. Patent No. 5,804,964 to Hamelin et al. teaches a wire rope damage index 
monitoring system. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,247,359 to De Angelis teaches an apparatus for identification 
of need to replace synthetic fiber ropes. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,133,731 to Melamud et al. teaches a method and apparatus for 
the on-line measurement of the strength of metal cables. 

U.S. Patent No. 5,821 ,430 to Kwun et al. teaches a method and apparatus for 
conducting in-situ nondestructive tensile load measurements in cables and ropes. 

JP Patent Application Publication No. 2001-302135 to Kato et al. teaches a 
discrimination method of deterioration state of a rope and elevator using the same. 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

9. Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEFFREY R. WEST whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2226. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 
8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano can be reached on (571)272-7925. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 

Is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
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Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 

/Jeffrey R. West/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2857 



February 27, 2008 



